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1. Whether the district court erred in dismiss 
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Ms. Black was then, as now, receiving AFDC benefits. 

Anxious about the well-being of her family, Ms. Black 
sought the aid of housing and welfare authorities in securing a 
more suitable home. Her concern was not, however, matched by the 
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Columbus Avenue in New York City. 

Even when notifying her of its availabili 
candidly i € ha rerms of ad 


only a slight 


previously >, Concurrently 


informed defendants throughout the 
tensions resulting om 11Ving in 
her declining ability deal effectively wi 
deterioratinc 

burgeoning crisis was OT to move plaintiffs 


into a four bedroom apartment in the same housing project. 


Defendants never offered, and plaintiffs never received, 
of counseling or other in-home services to relieve Ms. Black's 
burden or to enable the family to more easily cope with the 


Situation at home. 


~ 


dad to Families with Dependent 


a welfare program intended to assis ie~edy children and 


part by the federal government under 2rovisions 
security Act, 42 U.S.C. §§601 


pressur 

for their need 
reluctantly 

assume 

Corrine. The Bureau of 
children to a child-care 


tl last resort, a ste! 


because 


that with 


artery 
B 


supervision 

these sentiments 

welfare 

who accep ustody of four children 
to her thi programs in fact isted to 
periods 


favor of 


pronounced goal of promoting 


range of services which might usefrlly have been 


providedto plaintiffs and their mother is suggested by the 


5 


3/ 


of Sarah Zweibel. Zweibel is 
social worker currently 

Adelphi 

has spent 


graduate student: 


Service 


princi} 


ed a 

well have averted, and 

for foster care placement. 
its principal ingr 


social 


Se 
aa 


37A copy of her af*ieavit, 
is annexed hereto 


Ltnexpt 


foste! 


be dis: 


purposes of harassment. They have humiliated 

Black for simply trying to gather her 
a,.in. They have subjected her reque 
and child welfare services to unnecessary 
delay. Indeed, defendants Dumps Parry and Fogarty acting 
through their agents, nave refused to provide he ‘ven when 

the New York Family Cour assist 
Joseph and Corrine could 
on as was 


Defendants un 


stress 


to reunite 


children. 


aACEIONS. ha either 
have recently threatened Ta roceedings 
plaintiffs from Ms. Black’s care and ¢1 
Janice, Nathaniel, Ulysses and 
' y 
Phey are Outspoken in the iesire t Pay With ec 
other and with their mother But based upo ast sxrformance, 


have no reason to expect 


programmatic support from 


forthcoming in the past; none is likely to be forthcoming in the 


future. Defendants' entire emphasis was and is on hastening the 


Gissolution rather the romoting the reconstructicn 


Black fami yy. 
In his opinion of August 76 pire 
z pe 
is consi stent with 


constitutional 


Port 


THDIR 


Own parents. 


Hat right is 


court clearly recog! 


tissing plaintiffs' comp 


relief, Judge 


Structur 


its consequences upon 


His yvuling Eur 


even explori 


ate OFPiCciais is 


the 

Ms. Black's > est to 

5/ 
children 


they had a 


responsibility in 


fundamental right 


ee 
provic 
services 


e 


4 
ae 


assule 


constit 


NT 


itution guarantees 


PA eye ~ 
Meyer V. 
ab 


nized - 5inicn below. 


4 


aiinc 


iefenda 


nuclear fami 


responsibility for 


ee 
yueELona-. 


by 


Sy 


remainec 


St 


2 


‘ 
i 


a 


> 
mts) 
hy 
QO 
Q 
sed 
on] 


ain 


i 


n 


OQ 


Of pl 
un¢ 


> 


ive 
ng 


FICcti 
trudi 


least rest 
before in 


whose 


- 9 


rene 


7 


y 


ers 


<7} 
Weil 


++ 


»ften 
ight 


7 


Ss 


ost o 
a 


m 
ents 


c 
- 
iL 


a 
a 


’ 
‘ 


\ 
Pp 


or 
1ildren ha 


Amendments, 


That 


cS) 
S 
a] 
+3 
wu 
~ 
oO 
whe 


a 


th o 


combination 


Q 


ur 


ct 


\ 


pa 


erecr. 


tn 


ie 


son 


Tivacy 


Yr 
- 


i 
[iSotnotes omitted]. 


family 


in, 
Gault. 


).nN.Y. 


. 
(Sat 


412 


Beame, 


Child v. 


Plaintif 


Tae ~ + 
aimenU< 


UG 


i 


rAd , 


quest 


re 


“ 
a 


4t1or 


Lee 


content 


een 


} 
a 


VG 


rok & 


@etan, 


nr 


state and 


the 


to act, 


en co 


“. 
i 


> 


likely to bur 


no 
ai 


of co 


> 


é 


pl 


princi 


ck 


\ 


bedr: 


This 


mn 
Addad 


1 


D 


nion in 


4 
O 


oe 
a) 


court' 


ri 


mmpose 


1 


m4 


rome 


4. 


1 


t 


a 


monic 


> 


ca 


equally 


Cc 


oe 


yuac 


lanc 


- + 


Qtiwiis 


iT 


ans 


a 


me 


Cea 


as 


51; 


& 


tet 


3 
i 


ts chilc 


i 


Of 


ly 


showr 


ave 


tually 


vir 


viv 


e 


"3% 
ols V 


c 


t the 


WA 
eres 


administration of the child welfare system. In Dandridce, 


mn netemepeenti emcee, 


, 


sole question was whether the 


ceiling upon the maximum benefits 


Although ru! 


be allowed a certain lati 


noting 


ana 


sta} 


accc 


} 


challe 


listing every organiz: 


+h 


e 


stifle fundamental personal liberties 
the end can be m Lé wiy achievec 
breadth of ji bri 

viewed in the 


ieving 


+ 


Judge Pollack 
principle, if applied to defendants' conduct, 
that they provide 
services which have s ar been v Rathe 1 1ounced 


Lhe d 


ctrine 


oi 
Wi 2 aed —~ + : ~ 1 E 7 I; } <7 . a oe od an ane oa 
2n1L8 0 ng = mply a emonstrab!] Incorrect. 


reasoning 


wheneve 


contexts, 


1.972), 


(1964), and 
Alternative 


(1974). 


Indeed, Meye Nebras) Ur } ision generally 


acknowledced 
to recog Z -he existence 


earlier 


the 


at 


a 


wk wer 
1TeTt = 


i 


>] 


oa 


Owe 


1) 


onal 


l 


14 


SQ UC 


€ 


he 


7 


monopolize 


T 


ally 


to tot 


= 


1 


} 
i 


uardia 


a 


AA 


an 


| 


1ONC} 
i Seo eg | 


t 
y 


‘oz 


relatio 


he 


t 


at 


corain 


Acc 


A 


ie ae va 
C142 ted 


enun 


tolietes 


Ourt 


Ke 


a 


HrOt 
pe? Be 


Ayr At 
woe OG 
Bs 


se 


ag 


©) 


- 


+ 


rned 


+ 


Se) 


be 


qnae 


ae 


u 


7 y 


TK Aaa et 
ad bese Kast nid 


» 
i 


“rset aS erapran enn mC rest ener ROO ETA? ESR 
oy 


} 
H 
f 
! 
i 
yi 
i 
| 


4 


\ 


sot SCL I RSME RSS TAR pn AEE PT REA a eM 


} 


206 


Se ara es I-A so etc NON A: 
Pome a AAR OT ET RE MITES 


POEL RSI GEN AC Spe eo ee Lee I Le STE oats aS SN FP lt Bs A FAS 


cen com enn open ea At NG OE A TED A 


“est Ap a Pee 


cogpercts maton 
Se ace tie tome 


Tepnanaeas ity TURN LR " a 


TM Mead! Pa BaRiernl SAAS Ae. Map ene th eels weal mata a 


Gn ng rr cen a ng Am 


<eve: ssmen menamasiseatenncaeatenst etalanmtnea title ent CE ALTE LCE ALO LOOT LLL AAO ALLO LO LOOP LALA ALLL ALLL AIO 


td en gt eng tegatana 


« r 


y 


! 
| 
| 
| 


|- 
i 
HI 
i 
4 
H 
} 
1 
| 
| 
} 


wee se SAN NOH nN SBE 


Te Mune £5e. Penang aca eo 


AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE BY MAIL 


State of New York 


) 
> 86.: 
) 


County of New York 


AUDREY P. SENIORS being duly sworn, deposes and 
says that s/he is over the age of eighteen years, is not a party 
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care and custody of the United States Postal Service within the 
State of New York. 


(Labret Po 


DREY P). SENIORS 
Sworn to before me this 


19 Gay GE Woy. «. i9% 


/) 
| SA st 
NOTARY PUBLIC 


A_4"t 


ay 


©'1973 JULIUS BLUMBERG, INC 


STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF 85.: 
The undersigned, an attorney admitted to practice in the courts of New York State, 


erent certifies that the within 
yaeo’Y has been compared by the undersigned with the original and found to be a true and complete copy. 


Attorney's, shows: deponent is 
Affirmation the attorney(s) of record for 
in the within action; deponent has read the foregoing 
and knows the contents thereof; the same is 
true to deponent’s own knowledge, except as to the matters therein stated to be alleged on information and belief, 
and that as to those matters deponent believes it to be true. This verification is made by deponent and not by 


Check Applicable Box 


The grounds of deponent’s belief as to all matters noi stated upon deponent’s knowledge are as follows: 


The undersigned affirms that the foregoing statements are true, under the penalties of perjury. 


Dated: 
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foregoing and knows the contents thereof; and the same 


is true to deponent’s own knowledge, except as to the matters therein stated to be alleged upon information and 
belief, and as to those matters deponent believes it to be true. This verification is made by deponent because 
is a corporation and deponent is an officer thereof. 


The grounds of deponent’s belief as to all matters not stated upon deponent’s knowledge are as follows: 


Sworn to before me on 19 reetioe ie Aw tian au MU ee MeN 
The name signed must be printed beneath 


STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF ss: 


being duly sworn, deposes and says: deponent is not a party to the action, 
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Dated, 
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Attorney for 


Office and Post Office Address 
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NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT 
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on the day of 
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jor 
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